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laughing, serous affairs to-morrow ’ ; and so continued his
revel. On the same night, in the midst of that noisy
‘ mirth, the end of which is heaviness,’ the assailants rushed
into the palace and murdered Archias, with his associates,
leaving to the world a striking example of the evil of

procrastination.-S. LOwELL.

ON an old sundial at Alfric, in Worcestershire, runs the
motto, On this moment hangs eternity.’

To-MORROW, and to-morrow, and to-morrow

Creeps in this petty pace from day to day
To the last syllable of recorded time,
And all our yesterdays have lighted fools
The way to dusty death.&horbar;7!/a~~, Act v. Sc. v. 10.

THERE is a tide in the affairs of men,
Which, taken at the flood, leads on to fortune;
Omitted, all the voyage of their life

Is bound in shallows and in miseries.

julirrs Ccesar, Act iv. SC. iii. 218.
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Our Eord’s Reductio ad Absurdum of the Rabbinical
Interpretation of Psalm cx.

(MATTHEW XXII. 4I-46 = MARK XII. 35-37 = LUKE xx. 4I-44.)

BY THE REV. DAVID SMITH, M.A., TULLIALLAN.

WHILE He sojourned in Jerusalem during the I
Passion-week, our Lord was compassed by a

tempest of conflicting emotions. On the one

hand, He was the hero of the multitude. Their

enthusiasm had been raised to an unprecedented
pitch by that transcendent miracle, the resurrection
of Lazarus (Jn 129-11. 17) ; and, when they learned
that Jesus was approaching, they went forth to

meet Him, and escorted Him into the city with
triumphant acclamation. He was, they were per-
suaded, the Messianic King of Israel, and it was

fitting that He should receive a royal ovation when
He entered His capital, as they fondly expected,
to claim His crown and set up the fallen throne of

His father David. On the other hand, the rulers,
His inveterate and malignant adversaries, were

hotly incensed against Him, and the popular en-
thusiasm fanned the flame of their fury. They
would fain have seized Him incontinently and put
Him out of the way, but they durst not. They
knew the excitability of the multitude, and they
foresaw that any assault upon the popular hero
would provoke a wild and sanguinary tumult (Mk

1118=Lk 1947-48; Mt 2142= Mk 1212=Lk 2019;
Mt 265 = Mk 142 =Lk 22~’).

Restrained from violence, they sought to com-
pass their murderous purpose by craft. As He

taught in the Temple court, they approached Him,
and with feigned lips propounded to Him a suc-
cession of captious questions, in the hope of sur-
prising Him into some unorthodox pronouncement
which might serve as a pretext for arraigning Him
before the Sanhedrin, or, at the least, of gaining a
controversial advantage over Him and lowering
Him in the popular esteem. But they were dis-
appointed. He sustained each onset unshaken,
and parried each thrust with consummate dexterity;
and, when at length, recognizing their impotence,
they fell back, crestfallen but the more exasperated,
He exchanged defence for attack, and in His turn
propounded a question to the Pharisees. The in-
terpretation of the Scriptures was their peculiar
province, and He met them and put them to shame
on their own field and with their own weapons.
He adduced Ps I I o. If it be read without pre-

judice, the psalm is easy of interpretation. It is
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the work of some unknown psalmist, and it cele-
brates the invincible prowess of some king of

Israel, the psalmist’s lord,’ who owed his triumph
to the help of Jehovah. It is possible that the
victorious king may have been David, but v.4

points rather to a much later period when the king
was, ‘after the manner of Melchizedek,’ both king
and priest.

Such is the plain meaning of the psalm; but it

was otherwise interpreted by the Rabbis. Disliking ’
anonymity, they were wont to bring everything
under the shadow of some great name, and they
ascribed the bulk of the Psalter to David, regard-
less of probability and sometimes even of possi-
bility. This psalm they entitled A Psalm of David,
and they regarded it as Messianic. David, they
conceived, wrote prophetically of his Lord, the
Messianic King of Israel.
The Rabbis then made two assumptions regard-

ing the psalm, one false : that David wrote it, and
the other true, though not in their sense : that it
had a Messianic reference. They were right in

regarding it as Messianic, but they erred in ignor-
ing a principle which was enunciated by the
Christian Fathers and recognized by Calvin, that
master of the science of interpretation, and which
may be summarily defined as the double reference of
,Arophecy.1 1 The prophets were pre-eminently God’s
spokesmen (cf. Ex 41a 71), charged with a message
to their contemporaries-a message of encourage-
ment or reproof in view of immediate and urgent
circumstances ; and hence it follows that, whatever
ulterior significance it may have had, a prophecy
always referred primarily to the present. Had it
dealt exclusively with events, however glorious,
which would emerge in the far distant future, it
would have been no message for living men. It
would have been a mere wonder, unavailing alike
to those who believed and to those who doubted.
What men need is always present guidance and
relief; and it were sorry comfort, it were sheer

mockery, to tell them of a deliverance which will
arise centuries after they have passed from the
scene of conflict. The prophet was God’s mes-
senger to his own generation, and, when he

spoke, he had the immediate situation in view and
had no thought beyond it; but this is the marvel,
that he ever spoke more significantly than he

knew. His words had a forward look, and in pro-
cess of time they found an undreamed of fulfil-
ment. For instance, the prophet of the 72nd
Psalm thought only of David and his son

Solomon, but his glowing dream was realised only
in a greater Son of David who ‘ came down like
rain upon the mown grass, as showers that water
the earth.’ And it is always so. Every prophecy
has this double reference. In the language of St.
Peter, ‘no prophecy of Scripture proveth to be of
individual interpretation. For not by man’s will
was a prophecy ever carried along, but, being
carried along by the Holy Spirit, men spoke from
God’(2 P I&dquo;’~-21~.

It is because this principle was hidden from

them that the Rabbis erred in their interpretation
of the i i oth Psalm. Had they understood that,
like every prophecy, it must needs have a double
reference, they would have recognized that it

applied in the first instance to an historical king
of Israel, and, though they might have held that
David was the king, they could by no possibility
have supposed that he was the psalmist.

I The Rabbinical interpretation was known to

Jesus, and He employed it to put His boastful
adversaries to shame. ’What think ye of the
Messiah ?’ He asked. Whose son is He ? ’ It
seemed an easy question to those theological
experts, and, never suspecting that they were
delivering themselves into His hands, they answered
disdainfully, David’s.’ ‘ How then,’ He retorted,
’doth David by inspiration call Him &dquo;Lord,&dquo;
saying, &dquo;The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit Thou
at My rtaht hand, until I make Thine enemies Thy
footstool &dquo; ? It then David calleth Him &dquo; Lord,&dquo;
how is He his son ?’

It is truly amazing that some have so utterly
missed the point of our Lord’s argument that they
conceive Him as here putting His seal to the
Rabbinical theory of the Davidic authorship of
the psalm, and stigmatise the denial thereof as
an impious rejection of His authority. It is a

question, they allege, between believing Christ and
believing the critics. Surely this is the extremity
of ineptitude. It was the Pharisees that asserted
the Davidic authorship of the psalm, and Jesus
quoted their opinion, not because He approved
it, but, on the contrary, in order that He might
demonstrate its absurdity. The Rabbis of old
were quicker-witted than certain Christians of

to-day. They acknowledged the force of the

1 Cf. Chrysost. In Matt. 8: o&upsi;&tau;o&sfgr; &pi;&rho;o&phis;&eta;&tau;&epsilon;&iacgr;&alpha;&sfgr; &nu;&oacute;&mu;o&sfgr; &tau;&ograve;
&pi;o&lambda;&lambda;&alpha; &pi;o&lambda;&lambda;&alpha;&kappa;&iota;&sfgr; &lambda;&epsilon;&gamma;&epsilon;&sigma;&thetas;&alpha;&iota; &mu;&epsilon;&nu; &epsilon;&pi;’ &alpha;&lambda;&lambda;&omega;&nu; &pi;&lambda;&eta;&rho;o&upsi;&sigma;&thetas;&alpha;&iota; &delta;&epsilon; &epsilon;&phis;’
&epsilon;&tau;&epsilon;&rho;&omega;&nu;.
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Lord’s argument and made haste to revise their

theory. Two ways of escape from that absurd

conclusion were open to them: they might deny
either the Davidic authorship or the Messianic

reference of the psalm. They would have done
well had they chosen the former alternative, but
with characteristic perversity they preferred the

latter, and declared that the psalm was not a

prophecy of the Messiah at all. It had only an
historical reference, and they applied it variously
to Abraham, to David, and to Hezekiah.1 It thus

appears that those who, on the strength of our

Lord’s argument, maintain the Davidic authorship
of the psalm, occupy a singular position. They
hold as an article of orthodoxy a Rabbinical theory
which our Lord overwhelmed with ridicule, and
which the Rabbis themselves for very shame

abandoned.
What was the purpose of Jesus in this dialec-

tical four de force ? It was not merely to corner’
His adversaries and hold them up to mockery.
He had a deeper and worthier purpose. In those

days of national humiliation the Jews loved to

think of the Messiah as the Son of David. They
pictured Him as a king of David’s lineage, who
would deliver Israel from Rome’s iron yoke and
set up the fallen throne of David in more than its
ancient splendour. It was a mischievous dream.
More than anything else it hindered the acknow-

ledgment of our Lord’s claims; indeed the marvel
is, not that so few of His contemporaries accepted
Him, but that, with such expectations, any of
them accepted Him. They were looking for a

glorious Messiah, and Jesus presented Himself-a
Galilean peasant, meek and lowly in heart. Even

the Twelve shared the prevailing opinion, and they
were reconciled to His lowliness only by the belief
that it was but a temporary veiling of His glory,
and He would presently flash forth in His proper
splendour. As time passed by and He still trod
the path of humiliation, they marvelled at His

inexplicable procrastination ; and, as the darkness
deepened, they were only the more persuaded that
the inevitable de~zoziement could be no longer
deferred. During the last progress to Jerusalem,
with His intimation of the Passion in their ears,

they were dreaming their worldly dream. He was

going up to Jerusalem, and it could, they were sure,
be for naught else than the claiming of His crown ;
and James and John actually approached Him and
essayed to extort from Him a promise that the
chief places by His throne should be theirs (Mt
2020-28 = Mk 1035-45).
Thus secular was the prevailing ideal of Messiah-

ship, and Jesus, knowing how mischievous it was,
let slip no opportunity of protesting against it.

He never called Himself the Son of David,’ pre-
ferring the appellation ’Son of Man,’ with its

pathetic suggestion of weakness and lowliness.
He shrank from acclamation; and once, when

they would have taken Him and made Him a

King, He fled away and hid on a mountain-side
(Jn 615). He made many a protest against that
secular ideal which had dazzled the eyes of His

contemporaries and blinded them to the true glory
of the Messiah ; but of all His protests none was
more effective than His handling of the Rabbis’
interpretation of Ps IIO. The Psalm was one of

the main proof-texts for their Messianic expecta-
tion, and He demonstrated that their interpretation
of it was a preposterous mistake.

1 Lightfoot on Lk 2042.

Recent Foreign Theology.
Llt.afura~igm ana (gefiqioll.2 .

WRITERS on Christian Apologetics are increas-
ingly realizing that their task now lies, not so much

in rebutting the attacks of materialist and empiricist
critics of bygone ages, but in attacking the colossal
indifference to religion with which a certain type of
scientific thought goes on its way constructing for
itself a view of the world which has no need for

any such hypothesis’ as that of religion, for all

possible knowledge of reality is exhausted within
the cycle of the natural sciences, and bounded by

the mechanical theory of the universe; this view is
not inappropriately designated by the term Natural-

2 Religion und Naturwissenschaft. Eine Antwort an
Professor Ladenburg von Arthur Titius, Doktor und Pro-
fessor der Theologie in Kiel. Tiibingen und Leipzig:
Mohr ; London: Williams & Norgate. 2s. net.&mdash;

Naturalistische und religi&ouml;se Weltansicht. Von Rudolf
Otto, Privatdocent der Theologie. T&uuml;bingen : Mohr;
London : Williams & Norgate. 3s. net.
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